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Mr. Douglas, of. Illinols, (Dem.)—Mr.
President, I have no respect for that species
of discussion which consists in sssaults upon
the personal charsuter of any Senator. I
have no desire to elevate my own position
by sttempting to pull down others, or to
p{nea any Senator in a false position before
his copetituents. I heve mo asssults to
make upon any one, and no impeschment of
eny man's record. I am willing that each
Senator should stand befora the country, and
his own constituency, upon the record as
made for himsell. I do not eomplain of so
much of the epeech of the Senator from
Misalesippi (Mr. Davie) as srraigne my po-
lities] position, for it seems to heve been
necessary for him to draw a parallel between
his opinions and my own. In self defence,
it may be necessary for me also to refer to
the position of that Berator, by way of con.
trast to my own, with a view to illustrate
my own opinions. T shall not indulge to-
day in the discussion of any abstract theory
of Government, much less enter into the
discussion of the legal issue which has lately
been attempted to be forced on the Demo-
cratic Perty as a political issue. Upon a
former occasion, when foreed into a discus
sion with the Attorney-General of the Uni-
ted States, I did omuse myself, with the dis-
cussion of certain legnl propositions, not be-
causo they had enything to do with the po-
litical issues before the country, but becsuse
that law officer scemed to have no official
duties to occupy his time, and I had the
leieure to reply to him. The principal points
to which I ehall direct my remarks to-day,
and the eole couse why I am delivering any
speech, will be found in certain extracls
from the epeech of the Senator from Missis:
aippi, (Davis.)

The Clerk read several extracts from Mr.
Davis’ speech, a few doys since, denouncing
the doctrine of Squutter Bovereignty.

Mr. Dovis, of Mississippi, (Dem.) made
an explanation, to the effect thet had he
known, he might have mede some verbal
correction, and nlso stating that Mr. Cnee
wns no longer o believer in the doctrine,
but had yielded to the decision of the Bu-
preme Court,

Mr. Douglas atsted that he had taken the
speech as he found it in the Globe, ond wish-
ed It understood that he deeired not to be
interrupted, and continued : [ intend to
treat him (Mr. Davig) fairly and kindly, as |
doubt not it hus been his intention to treal
me. The fucts stated in these extracts con-
clusively show thet this duetrine of Squatter
Suvereignty, or Popular Sovereiznty, or
non-intervention, aa the Senstor has indil-
ferently used the terms, did not ‘orlglnate
with me in its spplication to the Territories
of the United States, but that it waa distinct-
ly proclaimed by Gen. Cuse in his Nicholson
letter. He became the nominee of the De-
mocratic Purty, with a full kpowlcd-_ra_o!
his opiniuns with regerd to non-intervention
and wns supported by that perty on that ia./
gue. The ssme doctrine wos incorporated
into the Compromise mensures of 1850, in
opposition to the efforta of the Senator from
Mississippi, end in hurmony with the views
ond efforts of myself, and re offirmed by the
Convention in 1852 ; and Gen. Pierce weue
elected President of the United States upon
this eame doctrine, nnd it wos ogain sflirmed
by the Congreee of the United States in the
Konsas and Nebraske bill of 1854, and hnd
its firet trinl and yielded ite fruits vpon the
ploins of Knnsss in 18556 and 1850, These
facts are substantially ond positively affirm-
ed by the Benttor from Mi:siesippi, and
these facta disprove ond refute the charge so
often made in the last year, that I have
changed my opiniona with regerd to this
question since 1856; The Benater from
Misaigeippi hos done me s service ¢ He has
seurched the reccrds for me with e view to
tny condemnation, snd the result of his
gearch is to produce the most conclusive and
jucontestible evidence that his chorge of my
baving chenged my opinione, which wes the
pretext for my removal {rom the Cotamittee
on Territorice, wee hot true. He tells you
fronkly what the world knew before, thet he
hus alwoys oppesed the doctrine of non-in.
terventicn. And he claims, after it hos

yielded its blighting effects on the plaine of
Honsee, and the SBupreme Court has come to
his reecue, thet he now is trivimphantly evs-
tsined in his opposition to thie doctrine in
1848, 1850 snd 1851. Sir, whether he is
evetained or not, in the views which he then
held, end which I then combated, is not o
materisl ae to find out which is right in the
point st issve then snd now, the Benator
trom Miseiseippi or mysell. 1 propose, in
the firet place, to invite the attention of the
Senote to the foct that this doctrine of non-
intervention by Congress with elavery in the
Territories of the United States was brought
distinctly before the American people and
the Democratic Party in 1847, with a view
fo its decision by the Convention in 1848,
The Senator hasreferred 1o a letter of Gen.
Coes which bears date Dec, 27, 1847, and tells
the Senate, what most of us knew before,
thst that letter, in manuscript, prior todte
publication, was paesed around among South
orn and Northwestern Democrats to recelve
their sonction. The letter was prepared,
end was in private circulstion for days snd
weeks before the dute it now beers of Ita
vblic ieeue. The Senator informs us that
e ol the time dissented from the doctrine of
non-intervention as stated in the Nicholson
leiter, but other Southern Senatora now op
poeed to me, or sl sny rete other leading
politiciane, would not be able to say, that
when submitted to them, they condemned it
o8 frepkly ss thé Senator from Misaissippi
did during that period while this letter was
being circulated. The especial friend and
right-hand bower of Mr. Cass (Mr. Daniel
8. Dickinson) presented two resolutions to
the SBenste embodying the same doctrine.
Mr. Pugh read the resolutions referred to.
Mr. Douglae—It will be observed that
these resolutions, presented in Dec. 1847,
assert distinctly the doctrine which the Sen-
ator from Miesiseippi then denounced, and
ptill dencunces, . 1 am not aware that Mr,
Dickinson or Gen. Cass haye ever disclaim-
ed their views, moeh leea the doctrine of
these resolutions and the Nicholson letter ;
yet my record oo thie guestion is held up te
the world and to ths pountry as if I stood
plone in the Democrajip s-rtr. n heratic
then and a heretip pow, apd therelore | sm
not eptitled to followship in the regular De-
moecratic orgenigation. I am sware that
some other people and some Btates of this
Union held this doetrine of non-intervention,
or regular Squatter Boveraigoty, if you
please, for they are gorrelative terma, 1 will

call attention to the resolutions adopted by
the Legislature of Florids, which passed the
Senate of that State, the 28th of Dee., 1847,
end the House of Representatives the 29th
of December, snd were approved by the
Governor on the 80th of December. Iam
aware that Florida subsequently passed re-
solutions asserting doctrines Inconsistent
witly these, snd I state this ss evidence that
this doctrine, for which I sm now arraigned,
was not deemed 1o be political heresy at that
dey. It may not be improper here to re-
mark that, during thie session of Congress,
I received s letter from a State Senstor of
Florida, inclosing resolutions which he had
introduced for the repesl of those resolu

tiona which I have read, as being unsound,
and unconstitutionsl and dangerous to the
rights of the South, and denouncing me by
name as the great author of all this mischief
which ia to strike down Southern rights.—
[Mr. Pugh, read the resolutions.] It will be
observed that in their resolutions the State
of Florida had declared that the Territorial
Legislature, while in a Territorial conditlon,
bad the exclusive right to determine for it-
sell whether Blavery ehall or shall not exist
within the limits of such Territory. Asl
bave remarked, Florida changed her policy,
but if ebe solemnly proclaimed that doctrine
to the world ss a sovereign State of this
Union, I shoold think she could forgive us
for ramainlnr faithful to her creed, if we can
forgive her for abandoning it. I, Sir, ar-
raign no man, and mouch less a sovereign
Stete. She had the right to proelaim her
opinione, and if she afterward believed they
were wrong she ought to have changed
them. But, Sir, having proclaimed them,
and then changed, it seems to me that even
quarter should be granted to those who stand
by Floride’s original position ; and Floride
wos not the only State that held these doc-
trings at that time. [ have here some reso-
lotions adopted by the Demoecratic Siate
Convention of Georgia In 1847, and I have
seen it ssserted in mewspopers that they
were copied iolo several other Southern
Conventions.

[Mr. Pough read the resolutions, Mr. L.
Q. C. Lamear's name being among the eign-
ers.

Iil]r. Douglas proceeded. Here, Sir, we
find this doctrine of Non.intervention dis-
tinctly defined by the.Democratlc Stote
Convention of Georgia. Two things sreal-
firmed ; that Congress has no constitutional
power to legislate on the subject of Slavery
in the Territories, One would think that
wus pretty good Non intervention ; cannot
legislate st all on the eubject in the Terri-
tory., [t may be, and unquestionably is, true
thet some of the eminent men who partici
pated in that Convention have since changec
their opinions, and now believe it is both
within the power and duty of Congress to
legislate for the protection of Blavery in the
“I'erritories, just a8 they then believed it un-
conetitutional. All [ hnve to say to these
men, for whose talent I have greal respest,
is, that I esn forgive them for having chang-
ed from the doctrines which they invited us
of the North to rally in support of, and |
think they could purdon us for remaining
faithful 1o that doctrine which we and they
egreed to stend upon,  In pureuing this sub-
jeet I fear I may become tedious, but I leel
it my duty to present the evidence thut the
Democratic Porty in 1848 etood plein on
this cardinsl doctrine of Non-interveation,
I ean show, on high Southern asuthority, that
the Convention which assembled in 1856 10
nominate o coudidate for President and Iny
down n platform for the party, ndhered to
this doctrive. The attention of the country
ond of the perty had been specially called to
this doctrine of Non-intervention by Con-
grees with Slavery in the Territorics.—
Hence the nomination of Gen. Cass, with
his opinion a8 expressed in the Nicholson
letter, wes not the result of sccident, but he
wos chosen because he spoke the sentiments
ol n majority of the Democratic Purty at the
North, Inthat Convention, on the first bal.
lot, Gen. Cuss received sixty-six votes from
the sloveholding States; Mr. Buchonan,
nineteen ; Mr. Woodbury, eighteen, ete,, the
votes being given by Marylend, Delawsre,
Virginia, Missisgippi, Louisiann, Texas, Ar-
konsar, Tennessee, Kentucky and Missouri,
These States did notthink Non-intervention,
or Bquatter Sovereignty s it is now called,
wns a herety which furnizhed sufficient
coupse for disrupting the Democratic Purty,
much less dissolving the Union. They vo-
ted for Gen. Caes with a knowledge of his
opinions on thia question—he wos their first
choice. Old Virginio did hot lake him as &
choice of evile, She had an opportunity of
voting for o Bouthern man, holding the same
views which sre how expressed by the mi-
nority of the Derocratic Party, as shown by
their repested votes at Charleston. She
could have voted for Mr. Calhoun, but old
Virginia believed that intervention on the
subject of Slovery meant disunivn. Hence,
she gave her vote first, last and all the time
for Gen. Cass, the grest expounder and em-
bodiment o! non-intervention. The same is
true of Miesiesippi, represented here ever so
ably by the SBenator who orrsigned me. He
tells us he hss ever fought thia dootrine, but
at that time he had not so much power in the
Btate, and hence he was then unable to se-
duce Mi:sissippi away from this doctrine ;
and Louisiana, then true to the Democratic
creed, true %o the doctrine of non-interven-
tion, true to the maintenance of the Union,
hostile to intervention beceuse it led directly
to disunion, she rallied around Gen. Cass ns
the standard-besrer in 1848 first, last and all
the time. 8o with other States. Then on
the fourth ballot Gen. Casa received from
the sleve-holding Statea 94 votes. Mr. Bu-
chapan 7, ete.; and even Souwth Carolina,
when ehe found her favorite had no chance
—g0 soon a8 she found Gen. Cass was the
choice of a mejority of the party—she wheel-
ed into line, and declared for the champion
of Squatter Sovereignty, or Popular Sover-
eignty, or Non-intervention, or whatever you
choose to call it. She did not then think
this doctrine wes sufficient cause either to
dissolve the Union or disrupt the Demoeratic
Party. On the first ballot Gen. Cass re.
ceived only 59 votes from the North, while
he received 66 from the South, being a ma-
jority of the whole number. These facts
show that he was not the choiee of a majori.
ty of the Northern Democracy, but was the
choice of a majority of the Southern Demo-
cracy. I will now proceed to show thal
thege voles were cest with reference to the
distinct questiin of non-intervention, as now
supported by myself and affirmed by the
Democratic Party at Charleston, and as re-
sisted by the Bepsior from Mississippl and
those seceded from that Convention,—
After Gen, Cass had recoived the pomina-
tion, the fnllouinﬁnu appesred ; He had
recejved two hundred and {ty-..'.- votos ;
necessary 10 8 choice, one hundred and sev-
enty, Thereupon the record says : *Lowis
Case of Michigan, having received two-thirds
of the votes cast ls"—here an loterruption
took place to allow the other Btates to make

it unanimous. But they were proceeding to
declare him elecied on a two-thirds vote of
those present snd voting, but not twn-thirds
of the Electoral College, New York not vot.
ing becnuse she had a double delegation.
Speeches were mada in favor of msking it
unanimous. Mr, Yancey and Mr. Winslow,
of Alabama, pledged the people of that State
to support the nominee : also Sydenham
Moore end others united in the pledge.—
There were some ancient names thers who
did not think this doctrine to be such n fatal
beresy a8 to form a eufficient cause for dis-
rupting the Democratic Party at the hazird of
disunion. Gov, Winslow pledged the people
of Alabama for Gen. Cass on this doctrine,
and corrying the Nicholson letter in hia hand
88 the composs by which his political action
ghould be governed. Sydenham Moore is
not a name unkoown to fame, and he did not
think this doctrine such a fstal blow to
Southern rights. Also gentlemen from
Kentucky and Tennesseo pledzed the sup.
port of their States. I'he next day the plat.
form was adopted in which this doctrine of
non-intervention woe affirmed,

[Mr. Pugh read the seventh resolution of
the platform ]

Mr. Douglus resumed. In 1848 the Da-
moeratic  Parly thought interference was
unconstitutional, and would not permit it by
Abolitionists or any others. They did not
regord an Interventionist as any better than
an Abolitioniet. Tbey said that Coffress
must not interfere at all, nor others, What
others 1 Why these men who want a Slave
Code. Southern Interveutionists and Nor-
thern Interventionists were by that platform,
put on an equality.  ATfter that Mr. Yancey
felt it his duty to record his solemn protest
agninat this dangerous heresy, and he came
to the Convention next day with o long pro-
test, accompnrnied with n resolation. I
ahall ask the Senate to listen to the whole
of that entire report of Mr. Yuncey, for it
embraces every thought, iden, principle, and
every pretext mssgigned nt Charleston for
withdrawing from the Convention. [ may
here be permitted to remurk that in what-
ever [ moy eay [ mean vo personal disre-
epect 1o Mr. Yancey. We are old personal
friends. Weo met 05 members of Congress
seventeen years ago, and our socisl relations
have alwaya been kind and uninterrupted.
| have as much admiration ns nny one man
living, for his surpassing nbility and hieh so-
cial qualities, and the boldness and nerve
with which he svows his principles, althongh
I shrink with horror from the conseqiences
to which kis would lead the Republie. [ Mr.
Pugh read the report of Mr. Yancey, and
resolutions. ] It will be observed in this re-
port there is the whole a-gument in favor ol
intervention, or protection, vr fur any other
purpore which we have heard repested over
and vver again for so many yesrs. [ doubt
if nny Senotor ean take his own speech, nnd
find any one idea in fuyor of Uit doctrine
that is not embodied in that report of Mr.
Yancey. It wos not denied thet Gan. Cass
held this doe'rine, nnd wus nominated he
csuse he held that the people of the territo-
ries might either introduce or exclude, por-
mit or prolibit slavery at their pleasure ;
and for thut reason Mr. Yancey and his en's
leagues protested. The nrgument of the
equality of States is used, and also that ter-
ritories are the common property of ull, and
that it is not creditable to the Democratic
Purty to go before the conntry and dudge
the question of the righta ol the South in the
Territories. IIe said the Convention had
refused to express an opinion on the ques
tion of whether the Territorinl Legislature
could prohibit slavery or not, and it wns not
creditable to ovoid expressing nn opinion.—
[t convicled the Democratic Party ol dou-
ble denling ; and what rendered it more na-
cespiry Lo cxpress an opinion was that the
candidate held the opinion that the Territe-
ries could exclude slavery., Ha then con-
cluded with a resolution. This proposition
wae submitted to the Convention snd reject
ed, 36 to 216,

Mr. Pugh read the vote by States: Yeas
—Maryland, 1; South Curoling, 9; Georgis,
9; Flurida, 3; Alabama, 9; Arkanses, 3;
Tennessee, 1; Kentucky, 1.

Nuys—Maine, 8; New Hampshire, 6;
Massachusetts, 12; Vermont 6; Rhods Isl
and, 4; Connecticut, 6; New Jersey, T;
New York, 83; Delaware, 8; Pennsyivania,
26; Maryland, 6; Virginin, 17; North Caro-
liva, 11; Mississippi, 6; Texas, 4; Tennes-
gee, 13; Kentocky, 11; Ohio, 23; Indiann,
12; Hllinvis, 9; Michigan, 5; lowa, 4; Mis-
souri, 7; Wiacousin, 4.

Mr. Douglas resumed : Here we find
theze Slavebolding States voting sgoinst
the Incorporation of the doctrine of inter-
vention for the protection of Slavery into
the platform. They voted sgainst the doc-
trine of Mr. Yancey's report und resolutions.
These States then had an opportunity of
offirming this doclrine, if they thought it
ought to be sny portion of the Democratic
creed. You will find votes against this
doctrine from Miseissippi, Louisiana and
Texne, the very Stateathat have now eeced-
ed from the Charleston Convention; for the
renson that this same doctrine wes not in.
corpornted—in 1848 wvoting spgainst it} in
1860 their delegations bolting the Conver-
tion because it was not In the Platform.
The Senate and the country con judge who
hes changed on this question. Now | think
I have shown conclugively that the Demo-
cratic creed in 1848 was non-intervention
by Congress with slavery in the Territory,
either for it or ngainst it; that Congress
should not interfere either to estublish, to
abolish, to protest, or to meintain,—but up-
qualified non-intervention, The Democrat-
io party was committed to the doctrine. It
is true there were individual exceplions.
The Senator from Miesissippi was one of
them. He supported Gen. Cass under pro
test, muking speeches for him and protest
ing ogainst his Nicholeon letter snd the
doctrines contained in it. The Senator had
a clean record, but a record outside of the
Democratic Parly, and a record at war with
the Democratic PlatRorm—rebelling against
its principles bet s€quiescing in its views.
The Senator then, a8 he does now, granted
no quarter to Squaiter Sovereignty, but he
made speeches lor the Squatter Bovereign
chief.

Now | pass to 1850, in order to show
clesrly that this same doctrine of non-inter-
vention was incorporated in the compromise
meesures of that year against the will of the
Senator, and on my motion. Wae did differ
then as we do now—he agninst them and
I for them. Ideem it my duly to show
that this dootrine was fully diecuesed and
affirmed by a vote of nearly two to one, in
the Compromise measures of 1860. Mr.
Douglas referred to the bringing in of the
Territorial bills and the bills themselves,
snd to the *Omnibus" bill of Mr. Clay.
The bills 8 reported from the Committee
on Territoriea were silent on the subject of
slavery; but the Committee of Thirteen re~
ported an amendment againat the Territori-
al Legielature pussing any law in respect to

|
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African Blavery. Mr. Cloy said this was
against his vote and his judgment, and Gen.
Cass made a similar statement. [Mr, Pugh
rénd extracts from Mr. Davis® speech at the
time sgainst the bill.] Thus it will be seen
the Senstor from Mississippi objecte] to the
bill because it did not contsin & prohibition
in the Territory ngainst their legislating ad-
versely to elavery. He wished the Terri-
torial Legislature to have power to protect
but not to prohibit. That was his position,
and he (Douvglas) gave him credit for con-

sistency. He (Mr. Douglas) wished to give | U

the Territorial Legislature power to legis

Iate, leaving all kinda of property on an
equal footing; but the Semator from Missis-
sippi desired an excoption ns to slavery, to

the effect that they might pratect, but should
not adopt unfriendly legislation. Mr.
Pugh then read Mr. Clay's reply to Mr. Da

vis.] There it will ba found that the issue
was made between Mr, Clay and the Sena-
tor from Mississippi, the latter claiming that
Congress should provide for the slaveholder
to go into the Territory, and hold his prop-
erty in deflanee of the local law. Mr. Clay
said he would never ngree to tha recommenda-
ation of such a doctrine. He was sgainast
the repeal of the Mexican laws against Sla-
very, and waa ngainst any act that would de-
priva the people of the Territory of the right
of deciding for thomselves whether hey
would hove Slavery or not.  In other words,
Mr. Clay supported and sustained every sct
which the Benater from Mississippl brings
in judgment agninst me now, except one
vote which [ gave under instructions. This
debate shows clearly that the Compromise
measuores of 1850 were intended to sssert
the doctrine of non intervention leaving the
people to do na they pleased, go they did not
violate the Constitution.

Mr. Puogh read further from the debates.

Mr. Douglas proceeded: These extracts
will show thut the issue was precisely as |
have stated.
tion about there being two constructions to
thie doctrine of non-intervention. He was
for non-intervention by Congress, and no
restriction upon the Territorial Legislature,
then leaving it to the Court to decice wheth
er the Territorial enactments were constitu.
tional or not, That was the pesition of
DMr. Clay, the champion of those messures.
The Senotor from Mississippi asserted his
right to go, in violation of the local law,
The Senstor modified his smendment, but
did not change the principle, and it wes re~
jected, Then Mr. Chnge offered the eounter-
part, that while the Territories might pro-
hibit they could not proteet or tolerute.
That was rejected by precisely the sume
number of .vules as tha propositivn of the
Senator from Mississippl. 1 am compelled
to doin this connection something [ dis-
like, to quote from my own epeech, to show
1 held the sume position then ns pow.

Mr. Pughread extracts from the speech-
es ol Mr. Douglss, ond also extracts from
the specch of Gen, Cass, in opposition to
th: amendments of Messra. Davia and
Chnse,

Mr. Duuglas resumed. Having thus re-
jzcted the two propositions, the record shows
that [ moved to strike out wllin the bill con-
cerning 3 lavery, eo the people of the Ter-
ritory might do a8 they plessed. Thit was
voted dowa. DBat when made subsequen tly,
nt the suzgestion of Mr. Cluy, by Mr. Nor-
ri+, ol New Hampshire, it was carried by o
vote of 83 to 19 thua rejsacting the doctrine
of the Senator from Mississippi, and sustain
ing the propnsition advocuted by mysell,
'Ne differed then as wa do now, I sustsined
it then as I do now; and he fought it gallunt.
ly, buthe was deteated, and my propusition
becnme the busis of these messures. Con-
gress udjourned immediately after the pas.
sage of those messures, in the midst of a
terrific excitement, North and Suuth.
Northern editors inflamed the possions of
the people by making them believe these
measures were for the extension of sluvery,
and Southern men inflamed the passions of
the people there, making them think they
were 0 sucifica of Southern honor. I went
lo my own State to make my vindication to
my people. The country knows that histo-
ry us racorded, and the mode in which [ wos
received. The City Council of Chicago,
which was filled with Abolitionists, had
passed resolutions annulling the Fugitive
Slave Law. The stundard of rebelion was
roised, public passion wese inflamed, ond
civil wor wes amicipated by every man. It
wos not a pleasant task for me to go into n
public meeting thus inflamed, and tell those
people that they hed been deceived sbout
the cheracter of these measures; to tell
them that tha Fugitive Slave Law waa right
—required by the Congtitution, and ought to
be supported ; that the Compromise meas-
ures were founded vpon correct principles.
History records the fuct that I met that in-
furiated populuce of honest and intalligent,
but misled und misguided men, snd [ defend-
ed eoch ond every one of these measures
before that people, and pfocured from them
a resolution that the Fugitive Slave Law
should be executed, and the Compromize
measures stand. This was done under cir-
cumatances when my best friends warned
me that my life would pay the forfeir

Mr. Pugh _read from Mr. Douglas’ Chicago
speech, :

Mr. Douglas—I submit that that specch,
made under those circumstances, ha'f 8 mil.
lion copies of which were circulated, snd
which received o wider circulation than any
speech made in my whole life—I submit
whether it is right to charge me with having
psserted for the first time at Freeport in
1858, thet the people of a Territory ought to
decide this question for themselves, I told
the people of Chicago then, that every peo-
ple ought to possess the right to mannge
their own domestic concerns, in their own
way. The people of the State possessed
the power, and the people of the Terrilory
ought to have it. The Legislature of Tlii-
nois wos elected a few weeks afterwards,
snd when they nssembled they passed reso-
lutions spproving those Compromise meas-
ures of 1850. Thus, Sir, I wos eustsined
in my appeal lo my own people, in justifica-
tion of my position, And the wiews of the
Senator from Mississippi—how was it with
his appenl to his people ¥ The country has
not forgotten, and will not forget, with what
anxicty oll Americans locked to Missiesippi,
Alabama, Georgin sod South Carolina to
know whether or not these submissionists
were to be sustained snd the Union saved,
or whether the idea then proelaimed and
now held by the Senstor from Mississippi
would become the rule of action in the
Southern Btates. | knew not what he
mesnt, but the country believed that the fate
of the Union depended on the result in those
Btates. I do not doubt the attachment of
the Senator tothe Union, or his devotion
to his country, but I believe; had he been
sustained in his sppeal to the people, the
Union could not heve been preserved.—
Gen. Foote was the standard-bearer of the

frionds of the Compromise measures, and

Mr, Clay answered the objec- |

the world knows the result, Mississippi
decided against the Senator. She re
buked this doctrine of intervention, and
pleced her foot upon it. In Alabama M.
Yancey led off, sustained by tha same body
of men who so lately attempted to break up
the Charleston Convention, snd Alabams
like Missiseippi told Mr. Yancey to obey the
laws and acquiesce in their great principles.
In Georgia the battle raged fiercely, and the
Senator from that State (Mr. Toombs) will
bear testimony he had to form a union of
nion men against the opponentsjof these
messures, snd when the election came,
Georgia decided in favor of the Compromise
measures by about 21,600 majority. The
opponents themselves becsme eubmission-
isla in turn, but they submitted by compul-
sion of their people. So in South Carolins,
the Rhetts, led the forces sguinst these
mensures, and the gallant and patriotic But-
ler, although he opposed the measurea here,
felt it his duty to eustnin the authorities, and
South Carolina decided sgainst these men
who are going to break parties and Unions
on this question of intervention. Here you
have the verdict of the American people
North and South in favor of the doctrine of
non-intervention, and the Southern inter-
ventionists, who had been defasted and over-
thrown, cama to the conclusion they would
submit, We said to them, **Although you
have erred on this question, we will forgive
yon." Wae received the Senator from Mis-
sisrippi, and granted him quarter, after he
had been condemned.

Mr, Davia (in his seat)—I scorned it.

Mr. Douglas—Yes, sir, as [ sesrned hia
quarter the other day, and [ like the spirit
in which he scorns it. But, sir, the Con.
vention at Baltimore ratified ond decided in
favor of these compromise messures. Gen.
Pierce was on thst issue, and was elected,
nnd the Senator from Mississippi became
Secretary of War by virtue of the same is
sue. “Chese are stubborn fects. When the
purty came together the friends of the Com-
promise messures mode no iszune. We were
generous, and did not remind them of their
defent and humilistion, but recognized them
n§ our own equals, and never expected to be
told that we were to be pursued totha desth
and no quorter granted whenever they acci.
dentully get the power. Wae are tolersnt,
and if we succeed now, we don't propose to
proscribe any man so long ss he remuains in
the Democratic organization end supports
its nominee, Mr. Douglas then asserted
that his principle was corried ont in the
Kansss and Nebraske bill. At that time
the Sennte hod a Chairmon of the Commit-
tee on Territories who did unquestionably
reflect the eentiments of the body, and of
the Democratic party, It having become
neccasary Lo organize the Territory of Kon-
ens and Nebrosko, the Committee reported
o bill on the 4th of January, which set forth
distinetly the principles on which they pro.
posed to organize these Territories. It wos
then distinctly proposed that the question of

lead of Mr, Yanceysny more than she did
in 1848,

SECOND DAY.

Mr. Davis® resolutions come up, .

Mr. Douglse, of [llinois, (Dem.,) express.
od his thanks for the courtesy shown in al.
lowing him to postpone his remarks till to.
day, in consequence of a sudden attack of a
disense contracted soma yeara ago, in spenk-
ing in the open air, defending these prinei-
ples. Ho should proceed to defend his se-
tion in certaln cases, and referred first to
what is known ns the Chase amendment to
the Knansas bill. Mpr. Chase, of Ohio, of-
fered an amendment to the bill under which
“The people of the Territories, through
their approprinte representatives, may, if
they see fit, prohibit the existence of Slavery
therein.” ‘This was precisely the same in
legol effect-an the amendment offered to the
Compromise mensures of 1850 by Mr, Chase.
When this emendment wns ofiered by Mr.,
Chase, it stood in the position of an amend-
ment to an smendment, Mr. Pratt, of Ma-
ryland, appealed to Gov. Chase to receive
an additivnal amendment by putting in the

word “introduce,” so that it would resd,
“The people of the Territory may prohibit
or introduce Slavery” This was objected

not received.
Pratr,
the amendment of Mr,
upon, and it was rejected, becuuse the words
offered by Gov. Pratt were not nceepted;
and yet, in the face of these fnets, this vote
has been eited wgainst him (Mr. Douglos)
and he hos been charged with being unwil-
ling to allow the bill to act either ngainst or
for slavery in the Territories. The debatea
show that the intention of the bill wes to
allow the people to do ns they ehose. The
record shows that Mr. Shields appenled to
Mr, Chase to receive the amendment of
Gov. Pratt, so 05 to make it a fair test. =

Mr. Dooglss resumed—Thus it will be
geen that BMr. Chase's smendment wos re-
jected, because it did not lenve the people
free to act on the subject of sluvery, either
to, introduce or prohibit, nnd these ressons
were assigned by Southern men, and if thos~
who cited this vote againet him had read the
debates, they proved exactly the reverse of
what they charge. It hsa also been cited
agninst the Trumbu!l amendment to what
was enlled the Toombs bill, as on cvidence
that he wne inconsistent. | T'he amendment
wag resd ] The amendment was to declare
that in the bill fer the admission of ansus
it wasa the iotent and meaning of Congress
to allow the people cither to introduce or
exclude slavery, us they see fit and proper.
This smendment was rejected on two
grounds; one was that it wus irrelevant os
appended to a stste bill, and tha other
ground was that it was an act of usurpation
by Congress to attempt to ndjudiente the
mesning of that territorial bill, thut it be-

Sinvery ehould forever be baniched from the
halls of Congress, ond be remanded to the
people of the Territories. No man could
be excused for not knowing the true mean-
ing of that bill. It wos that Congress re.
nounce forever all right or pretext to inter-
lere with sluvery in the Territories, either
to prehibit or protect. The report of the
Committee was perfectly clear, and the
terms of the bill siill more explicit.

Mr. Pugh read extracts from the bill,

Mr. Douglas—"They repealed the Missouri

longed to the Courts to decide as to the
menning, and not to the Senute and House
of Representatives. No man intimated that
the amendment did not contain the true
meoning of the I{ansas Lill, but they suid they
would not by sct of Congress expound the
bill. [Extracts of tho debatea were read.
und the vote by which it was rejected—11
to 34.] - Thus it sppears thut those who vo-
ted for the Trambull amendment declared jt
was the true intent und meuning of the bill,

Compromise becsuse it wons inconsistent|
with the non-intervention doctrine, and for
the purpose of opplying that principle, nnd|
bonishing the slavery question from Con. |
gress, and remanding it to the penple of the
Territories. Thot wus the only object.—
Every Senator who voted for it so declared
tist non-intervention wee the rule of the
Compromisa measures of 1850,

Southern men then obj-cted to putting
thia in the bill; it was a rather bitter pill
for them, but he ineisted on their swuallowing
it as necessary to the passage of the meas.
ure; for the bill declared that the people of
the Territories should be left free 1o do 88
they plessed under the Cobstitution—the
Courts 10 determine the meaning of the
Constitution. Non-intervention by Con:
gress was the doctrine of the bill; that Con-
gress shuuld never interfere for uny purpose
whatever, either to introduce, prohibit or
protect Slavery, and expressly stipulated
that the old French law protecting Slavery
ghould not bo revived. Mr. Badger’s amend-
ment was pul in for this express purpose.—
The only point of difference at that time
wae a8 o the extent of the limitation impos.
ed by the Constitution on the suthority of
the Territorial Legislature, and it was sgreed

that the Courts should determine that, and
the question never came again into the Sen-
ste. He quoted from Mr, Hunter's speech
to sustain this view. He then proceeded to
show that the Southern people understood
the matter ot the time just as he did, He
rend the resolution of the Goorgia Legisla-
ture ol 1854, alter the passsge ol the Kan-
eaa bill, indoreing that legislation to support
this statement. Those resclutions were as
good a platform as he wanted. He waa
willing to edopt them without dotting an i or
crossing a t. The country then understood,
the measure as he understood it. The
House of Representatives understood it in
the same way. DMr. Richardson, who re.
ported the bill in the House, was made the
Democratie candidste tor Speaker at the
nextsession against Danks. He was oppos-
ed on the ground of being a Squatier Have-
reignty man, and wrote a letter ic which he
clearly pnnounced the doctrine of the abso-
lute power of the peaple of a Territory over
Slavery. Yet alter that he received the
vote of Southern Demoeracy, with one or
two exceptions. A distinguished gentleman
from South Caroline, who, up to the lime of
writing this letter, had refused to vote for
Mr. Richardson, now came to his support on
the 108th ballot, [Laughter.] He believ~
ed he was as sound on the question as Mr.
Richardson. Who had changed since then?
Wasithe? No. Ii southern men chang-
od their opinions he had no fault to find; but
if they had done so they ought honestly to
avow it. If he could forgive them for chang-
ing, could they not msgnanimously forgive
him for adhering congistently to his former
doctrinea, In 1856 Alabams also insisted
upon the declaration st Cincinnati of the
doctrine of non-intervention, She sympa-
thized with Mr. Richardson; the leader of
the Kansas bill i the House, and indorsed
the support given him by the Demooratic
members of Congress, The Alabama Con-
vention of 1866 construed the Kansas-Ne-
braska bill just as he did, and instructed the
delegetes to Cincinnatl to withdraw unless
a plstform be adopted in consonance with
this view. Heo stood on the platform now,
yet Alabama now seceded becsuse the ma-
jority of the Charleaton Convention adopted
the Alabama resolutions of 1866. He did
not believe the Democracy of Alabama ap-
proved this action, and would follow the

but they assigned as a reason that it wis ir-
relevant and an usurpstion of pawer, Mr.
Bayard said it wns nothing more or legs than
an attempt to give o judiciul exposition, by
Congrecs, to the Constitution, and that it
was a uzurpativn of judicial power; and yet

on which Congress is called to aet, and ad-
judicate this identical question, The objeet
of these resolutions is, tu ask the Senate to
decide this very question, which Mr. Bayard,
in 1856, denounced ns boyond the constitu-
tional authority of the Senate, and an act of
usurpation; and gentlemen stood here silent,
and heard Mr, Buyard denounce that sttempt,
who are now colled upon to decide that very
question which, by the Kansas bill, was ri-
terred to the Courts, und banished from
Congress forever, and which they pledgnd
themselves never to decide. e would hold
them to their pledges to leave this question
alone. The Senator from Virginia (Mr, Hun-
ter) declared (hut theintent and understand.
ing of the Kunsns bill was thit one point
wag referred to the Courts, and thai was the
limitation of the Constitution on the author-
ity of a Territorial Legialoture.  And the
Senator not only made that statemant then,
but sgoin in February ef lnst yeor he quoted
that very gpeech ua a true exposgilion of the
meaning ol the bili, and reolfirmed it s bis
senliments.

Now the Senate is called on, in vialation
of the meaning and pledges of the Kansis
bill, to decide that very question. Ile sub
mitted whether this wua carrying out the
true intent and mesning of that aet,  [n the
debste on this Toombs’ bill his eolleague
(Mr. Trwmbull) put the question to him
whether or not the Territorinl Legisloture
had he power to exclude slavery ~in the
Territories. Ilis opinions on "that eubjoc:
had been heard over and over again, sud he
did not choose Lo answer the question; and
referred him 1o the Judiciosy to sscertiin
whether the power existed, Ha believed the
power did exist ; others believed diffurently,
and they agreed to refer it to the Judiciary
and abide by their decision ; and true to his
agreement he referred his colleague to the
Courts to find out. Thne fact that he refer-
red him to the Courts had been cited against
him as evidence that he did not think the
power exlsted, but alter the evidence adduc-
ed yesterdsy and the debates just read, no
man hae an excuse for not knowing his
opinion. It was not his opinion that was to
govern, but the opioion of the Court arising
under the territorial law. When the case
shall srise; and the Supreme Court ghall
pronounce a judgment, it will be binding on
him and on every citizen, and must be car-
ried out in good faith with all the power ol
this Government. Wa are told that the
Court has already docided. If so, there is
an end of the controversy. Let the decision
go into effect, and that is (he end, and there
is no use in quarrelliog. But will the reso-
lutions of the Senate give any additional
force to the authority of the SBupreme Court
of the United States ! Doea it need an in
dorsement of the Charleston Convention to
give it validity ¥ If the decision is made it
is the law of the land, and we are ull bound
to abide it. If the decision is mot made,
what right have you to pass resolutions which
are to prejudge the question with a view to
influence the decision of the Court?! It
there is a disputle as to the true meaning of
the Court, who ean settle it but the Court
jtelf ¥ When it arises in any other ocase,
can you determine by resolutions hére what
the decision of the Court is, or what it ought

to ba ! The Constitution bas wisely .
rated the Judicial and Legislative lm:;g:c

we huve here resolutions now under debate, |
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of the Goverament. You have no right to
instruet the Court how they shall decide this

fquestion, end have mo right fo define their
position for them.

When the decision s made they will {s-
sne the proper prodess for chrrying it inte
effect. Allthey osk, therefore, of you, ja
non-intervention—hands off in, the langasge
of the Georgia Convention. Let the sub-
ject be bonished forever from the halle of
Coogress and the political arena, and refe-
red to the Territories, with the right to ap-
peal to the Coort. and there is an end of the
controversy. Mr. Douglss said that he
should then proceed to show that the Presi-
dent underatood this question whew he sign—
ed the Kansns bill. [An extraot from Prea-
ident Pierce's Message of 1855 was read.
President Pierce then speaks of this bill as
ndopting tha great prineipla of Popular Sov-
ereignty in the Btatos, and also in the “ipe
cipient States™ He unqguestionably refer.
red to the Territories as “incipicnt States,”
and vsed the words “popuisr scvereignty™
as embrucing the rights of the people in the
States. When the Banator from Missiasip=
pi 2aid this doetrine had its firat trial on the
ploing of Kanses and bore ita first fruits
there, snd described its legitimate fruits as
resulting in anarchy, violence, bloodshed
and every imaginable evil, and President

to ng out of order by Mr. Seward, and was | Picrce says these ncts were sbuses of the

[Part of the u-mnrk? of Mr. | principle of Popular 8 yveraignty, and abuses
of Maryland was read ] This left|of the act, and the principle itsalf is

by no

Chase to be voted | means responsible for these nbuses, all he

(Mr. Douglas) had to say in anewer to the
#llegation of the Senator is, that by the su.
thority of the Chief under whom he held
the high office of Sceretary of War, they
were nbusds. He was amazed that the
Sanator should ¢ite abusas and (rnuds which
occurred in violation of this principle, under
the Administration of which he was a rul-
ing spirit as evidence that the principle
which brought that Adminiatration into ex.
istence was o vicious and dangerous one.
He thought the Senator had given in his
ndhesion to the doctrine, and that he looked
with pleasure on the pasaage of the Nebras«
ka Act ns a measure of value to the South-
ern States, and that he would have been the
firet to defend it; but we find he takes pless—
ure in citing these very abuses in justifica~
tion of his course when he fought the prin-
ciple, and in verification of what he told us
befora the South agreed to acquiesce, He
should.psss on to the next chapter In the
history of this principle of non-intervention,
which will be found in the proceedings of
the Nutional Convention at Cincinnati
in 1356

All will remrmber that Alabama sent
delegates to Cincinnati, demandiog that the
Platform should be made first, and then fur-
nishing an ullimalyum which, if not acoeded
to, they would withdraw, That was, that
the Couventicn ghould recognizs the princi-
ple of non intervention. That was iocor-
porated into the Platform in language so
explicit no one could misunderstand it. [A
portion of the Platform wes read.] The
Convention affirmed the doctrine in the
plainest langusge. The Platform also de-
clares that the same pringiple was affirmed
by both parties in 1852, showing that the
parly understood in 1856 that the Conven-
tion which nominated Pierce in 1852 had
ufirmed the same doctrine of non-interven-
tion, and they declare that the principle was
correctly applied in the Kinsas and Nebras-
ka bill, and that it was a great Conservativa
principle on which alone the peace and per-
petuity of the Union could be preserved.—
These were declared at Cincionati unsnim-
ously. The vote was taken by States, and
every delegation from every Siate was
uninimous. Thero was not one man from
Mississippi protesting agsinst this principle,
nor from Alsbama, South &€asroling, Geors
gin, or from any other Southern State. But
wo are mow to be told that the platform
which was adopted by the unanimous vote in
1856, is g0 unsound and so rotten four years
after as to justify the very States adopting it
then in bresking up the perty, because we
insist upon adhering to it pow. Not only
did the party unanimously sffirm this doc.
trine in 1856, but the csndidates accepted
on that platiorm, with a construction which
they themszelves put upon it, and which is
the same= ns he (Mr. Douglas) hud ever pla-
ced upon it.  (Mr. Buchanan's letter accepts
ance was read.) Mr. Buchanan mnot only
accepted on the platform, but he was kind
snough to tell the people whiat it meant
“‘that the peoola of a Territory like those of
a State shiould declde for themselves wheth-
or glavery =hould not exist within their lim-
its.” This was Squatter Sovereignty in its
broadest form,

Mr. Buchanan told the paople that slavery
conld not exist there unless the people of
the Territory said so, and it should exist if
they did say s0. He was elected on that con-
struction’of the platform. He (Mr. Douglas)
did not ask for that eonstruction; heonly nsk-
ed that it be re-ndopted, and let it construe
itself. But Mr. Buchanan was sound on that
platform in 1856, with a construction identi.
¢al with that which is now denounced as
heresy. The distinguished gentleman who
wis nominated cn the same ticket, under-
gtood the platform in the same way, and af-
ter the nomination he returned to his homa
at Lexington, Kentacky. And whon his
neizhbors sssembled to congratalate him on
his good fortune, Mr. Breckinridge made &
spoech in reply, showing how he underatood
the Kansas bill and the Cincinnati platform.
[Purt of Mr. Breckinridge's Lexiogton
«pzech wae read ] He (Mr. Douglas) stood
on that platiorm now ; ond 8s he had had
difficulty in hirmonizing with his political
{rionds with respect to u platform, he now
tendered them Mr. Buchanan's letter of ace
ceptunce and Mr. Breckioridge’s Lexington
speech of eccoplance, let each one construe,
it for himsell. He would not dot an “{" or
crossn “t.” Will gentlemen take theit own
langusge ! He was willing to be accom-
modating. He would not ineist on a plat=
form tsken from his own speoches or writ=
ings, but he could pick them up all over the
Senste and all over the country, (rom speech-
s and writings of those who are now ar-
raigning him as not being sound on the sle-
very question, [Applause in the galierica.]
He spoke of these things with entire respedt,
and not for the purpose of condomnation, or
placing any man in a falss position,
those genticmen stand mow where they did
in 1856, he was with them. _If they do not,
then the question arfses : Who lias chang-
edl He did not Ilﬂlllp]lhl "Ilhﬂ w
changed ; but he had = right to ‘ssk that
they would furnish him with those arge
ments and ressons which induced
change In their minds, in order that e might
correct his errors too, it indead ha wars in
arror. He did not believe in never
ing ; and though be claimed s v
ent record as u public man, he had
his opinions on many questions, ‘and
more pleasars in retraciing sa

-

ing an ertar then §
oring in it. All he esked was t
"c-"ﬁi-?-‘ww. adilay 2.
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